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Executive Summary 
 
Project Read is a 5 year USAID funded initiative aimed at improving reading outcomes in 
200,000 Dominican public school children. Additional program objectives include reducing the 
acceptance of gender based violence and bullying. Finally, the project works to build capacities 
in inclusive education and provide support for children with special education needs and 
disabilities. In the project baseline study, teacher attitudes towards inclusive education, gender 
based violence, bullying, and school climate were measured. For this data collection effort, we 
measured children´s perceptions of the program´s cross cutting issues. The original instruments 
used for baseline were adapted to be developmentally appropriate for children. Data was 
collected in the first 37 schools that are receiving the Gender, Inclusion, and Safe Schools 
(GISS) program that is part of USAID Project Read. All children in 6th grade whose parents 
gave consent completed the questionnaires. 
 
Results showed that in spite of reports of adequate school climate and adequate socio emotional 
and positive discipline techniques, bullying is a problem in schools, with 41% of children 
reporting that they have been bullied in the last two months of school. Both children and faculty 
endorse gender stereotypes that reinforce masculinity as being tough and unemotional, while 
femininity as docile and emotional. Attitudes towards inclusive education are generally positive. 
Results suggest that the GISS intervention should develop focused and specific peer to peer 
violence or peer victimization and gender stereotypes interventions.  
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Baseline Report for the Gender, Inclusion, and Safe School Components of the  
USAID-Read Project 

 

Introduction 

The Dominican Republic faces important challenges related to violence, gender, and 

protections of the rights of people with disabilities. The state has taken initial steps in addressing 

some of these issues such as the creation of a Ministry dedicated exclusively to women´s issues, 

and the creation of a gender department within the MoE. Strengthening systems to report child 

abuse, intimate partner violence, and prevention of teenage pregnancy have also become public 

policy issues. 

In addition, the county is taking its initial steps towards inclusive education and there is 

greater participation and visibility of people with disabilities in public life. A national council on 

disability (Consejo Nacional para la Discapacidad, CONADIS) was created in order to ensure 

state institutions and the private sectors undertake initiatives to become more inclusive and to 

encourage compliance with current disability laws that promote employment and inclusion. The 

MoE´s Special Education Department is developing specialized services to support schools 

throughout their process of inclusion through the creation of resource centers for disability 

services (Centros de Recursos para la Atención a la Diversidad - CAD - in Spanish.  

School climate and bullying have also been addressed in recent years and MoE has 

invested important funds in both understanding the phenomena through research and training 

school staff and psychologists in how to handle issues of violence and or bullying. In addition, a 

number of agreements and programs such as the national agreement for educational reform 

(Pacto Nacional para la Reforma Educativa -2014-; Hoja de Ruta Nacional 2015-2018 para la 

Prevención y Eliminación de la Violencia contra los Niños, Niñas y Adolescentes by CONANI; 

and the Normas del Sistema Educativo para la Convivencia Armoniosa de los Centros 

Educativos Público y Privados - 2014) and others have been created as a mechanism to give 

proper response to climate and violence issues. 

 

Bullying, violence, and school climate 
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 Violence is a long standing problem in the developing world. Developing countries have 

a history of conflict and poverty and instability imply that issues are resolved using more 

inadequate coping strategies than in societies where violence is relatively absent (Muggah & 

Aguirre, 2013). In addition, poor enforcement and weak institutions provide an ideal 

environment for acts of violence to go unpunished if at all reported which many adolescents 

identify as a primary motivation to commit crimes (Mencía-Ripley, Garrido, & Fernández, 

2014). Some Latin American countries have reported prevalence rates of peer to peer violence in 

schools as high as 50% (Romera Félix, Del Rey Alamillo, & Ortega Ruiz, 2011).  

The Dominican Republic has a well-known problem with community violence, gender 

based violence, and child abuse. It is common to see headlines on all major national papers 

reporting the death of a woman or child at the hands of a spouse or caretaker (Acevedo, 2012; 

Florián, 2012; Listín Diario, 2013). While ¨child marriage¨ is not a cultural ritual, it is common 

for adults to engage in sexual relationships with teenage girls without legal repercussion, and 

blaming teenage girls for their sexual victimization is culturally accepted. Positive discipline 

methods for children are seldom used in impoverished contexts where severe corporal 

punishment is still widely used in households. Given the aforementioned context, it is reasonable 

to expect that school violence and bullying would be highly prevalent in Dominican schools, 

especially those in vulnerable and marginalized communities. Previous research conducted by 

UNIBE on bullying and school violence shows that in public schools 33.6% of children report 

incidents of bullying and other types of violence (Vargas, Mencía-Ripley, Fernández, Caamaño, 

& Garrido, 2014). Children in the study also reported violent relationships among school 

personnel and between children and teachers. 

 Bullying or peer to peer violence and harassment has gained increased attention globally, 

especially as the impacts of bullying on mental health have become more evident, more widely 

studies, and victimized children and former students have been willing to speak about their 

experiences in spite of stigmatization of mental health issues. The challenge of bullying 

interventions is that it requires support of the victimized child as well as intervention of the child 

who bullies in a way that both can remain engaged in the school system. As a result, bullying 

interventions steer away from punishment and focus on skill building such as improved social 

skills and anger management with the aims of increasing adaptive behavior for all children 
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(Duarte & Hatch, n.d.). Bullying interventions must also take into account that targets of bullying 

tend to be children and teens that in one way or another do not conform to social norms. As such, 

children with disabilities and teens exploring different constructions of gender identity, 

expression, and sexual orientation are at a higher risk of being victimized. Bullying interventions 

then, must not only build the aforementioned skills, but must consider attention to diversity, a 

primary component to successfully build more just and equal educational opportunities for all 

children (Alexander-Scott, 2016). 

 Peer to peer violence or bullying is one of many factors related to school climate or the 

overall emotional environment of the schools that may impact learning outcomes and school 

permanence. There are many interventions designed to improve overall school climate, such as 

endorsement of non-violent forms of conflict resolution and improved relationships between 

school personnel and school personnel with students (Thompkins, Chauveron, Harel, & Perkins, 

2014). However, as Dymnicki and colleagues (2013) point out, the baseline climate of schools 

and their readiness for interventions is rarely measured. They have found for example, that 

schools in impoverished high crime areas, universal interventions may not have positive effects 

because students live in an environment where non-violence rarely works as an effective conflict 

resolution strategy (Dymnicki & Multisite Violence Prevention Project, 2013). Urban schools 

have shown that more flexible programs that can fit within the time constraints of the school are 

the most effective (Thompkins, Chauveron, Harel, & Perkins, 2014). These findings may be 

particularly important for schools in the Dominican context, where these comprehensive 

evidence based approaches have not been systematically studied and paradoxical intervention 

effects have not been integrated into policy. 

 

Gender stereotypes  

Issues of gender differences in educational achievement from grade school through 

higher education have been subject of much debate and research, especially in light of 

contradictory findings across studies (Ngware, Ciera, Abuya, Oketch, & Mutisya, 2012; Scafidi 

& Bui, n.d.). Achievement gaps in grade school between girls and boys for math achievement 

have been of particular interest to researchers. Most research, however, has been conducted in 

post industrialized countries and the general findings suggest that differences are practically 
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nonexistent and that teacher attitudes and student beliefs, not ability, are the determining factors 

in girls´ math performance (Scheiber, Reynolds, Hajovsky, & Kaufman, 2015). Specifically that 

girls´ performance tends to decrease in math if their female teachers have high levels of anxiety 

regarding math (Ngware, Ciera, Abuya, Oketch, & Mutisya, 2012). With regards to girl´s own 

perceptions, research suggests that in spite of having similar scores to boys, girls feel less 

competent in mathematics and experience negative emotions when engaged in mathematics tasks 

(Frenzel, Pekrun, & Goetz, 2007; Scafidi & Bui, n.d.). Implicit association tests (IAT´s) have 

also shown that math gender stereotypes (i.e. boys are better at math or math is for boys) are 

acquired by children at relatively young ages (Cvencek, Meltzoff, & Greenwald, 2011).  

Regarding reading and writing, research has shown that girls have a slight advantage 

when it comes to both tasks (Scheiber, Reynolds, Hajovsky, & Kaufman, 2015; Wei, Liu, & 

Barnard-Brak, 2015). Research suggests that this is due to differential processes of lateralization 

of language for boys and girls, but more research is needed to better understand these 

differences. An important environmental variable considered in the Scheiber and colleagues 

study (2015) is that teachers tend to focus less of their time and efforts on students who show 

that they are struggling with writing. When considering that boys are also more likely to have 

dyslexia, boys may be at a particular risk that their early reading and writing problems will not 

receive proper attention and intervention. 

Development programs that aim to promote gender equality must not make a priori 

assumptions about gender differences in ability, but would benefit from understanding how 

teachers and children have internalized stereotypes and cultural norms, and how these may be 

affecting instruction and performance. With regards to reading and writing, teacher focus on 

students who struggle early on in the reading and writing process is crucial to ensure that the 

achievement gap is narrowed. In addition, the gender gap in achievement may intersect with 

other factors for children who benefit from development programs such as poverty and living in 

isolated communities. As such, more data is needed to better understand other factors that impact 

the gender gap in education achievement (Abukari & Laser, 2013). 

 

Inclusion 
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Inclusion is an educational approach that promotes children with special needs and 

disabilities to receive typical educational experiences. For this to happen, it is recommended that 

the school is able to provide administrative and structural support when needed. The school must 

also engage in diverse curricular, instruction and assessment practices, and must redefine roles 

between teachers and students.  

Attitudes towards inclusion have been studied in pre-service and in-service teachers, 

understanding that their attitudes are one of the most important factors to influence inclusive 

education implementation. These studies found that most negative attitudes towards inclusion do 

not come from teachers not wanting inclusive education, but from not knowing how to handle 

specific situations that happen during inclusive practice. Studies also found that professional 

training both pre-service and in-service teachers result in a more positive attitudes towards 

inclusion, and therefore promote program implementation (Gökdere, 2012; Kraska & Boyle, 

2014).  

Project Read baseline study assessed attitude towards inclusion in second grade teachers 

(Mencía-Ripley, at al., 2016). The study found that teachers in general accepted inclusive 

education in terms of all children having the same rights to received quality education. However, 

“sentiment” scales regarding inclusive education showed that they did not quite feel comfortable 

providing service for children with disability. This is explained by their response on the 

“concerns” scale, which showed that teachers are worried of not being able to implement an 

inclusive education program.  

It is important to assess attitude towards inclusion not only in second grade teachers, but 

also in later grades, since bullying tends to occur in higher grades, and children with disability 

are at greater risks for bullying. Peer attitudes towards inclusion are modulated by teachers’ 

attitudes toward inclusion. Children present more positive attitudes towards inclusion when they 

belong to schools that have an inclusive approach compared to less inclusive schools (Cairns & 

McClatchey, 2013). Sogren and colleagues (2015) assert that inclusive education promotes the 

feeling of belonging to a special community among the students, making school a safer space for 

children to understand and enjoy diversity. This is in addition to the personal relationship and 

empathy that both students with disabilities and without disabilities develop in the inclusive 

spaces that the school creates.  
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Description of the study 

The GISS baseline study consisted of a pre experimental research design in which an 

assessment battery was self-administered by participants. 

Methods 

School selection 

Data was collected in 37 of the 40 schools that began receiving the GISS component of 

Project Read during its first year of implementation. In this sense, all members of the population 

were included in sampling. Out of the 40 schools, only 37 returned the questionnaires. 

 

Participant selection 

All 6th grade students who had parental consent participated in the study. Sixth grade 

teachers and school directors had to fill out the questionnaires. If the school director was not 

available, the highest ranking official available at the moment in the school filled out the 

questionnaire. 

 

Instruments 

 These instruments were used in the Project Read Baseline Study and more detailed 

descriptions of their properties can be found in that document (Mencía-Ripley, Sánchez-

Vincitore, Garrido, & Aguasvivas, 2016). 

 Sociodemographic measure. A brief demographic questionnaire was included for all 

participants. That questionnaire asked questions about age, sex, and other demographic 

characteristics.  

 Gender measure. To measure gender stereotyped behavior, a questionnaire asking 

participants whether certain activities were more apt for girls or boys was administered. For 

example, participants were asked for which gender math was more important, which gender was 

more naturally apt for mathematics, and who was more likely to succeed in mathematics. In 

addition, participants were asked about traditional gender roles, such as that of mother for 

women and provider men. The measure was similar to the one used in the USAID-Read baseline 

study. 



13 
 
 Inclusion measure. Participants were also asked about inclusive education which 

included how likely they were to accept students with disabilities and whether or not participants 

felt that students with disabilities could contribute to the classroom experience. A version of this 

instrument was used in the USAID-Read baseline study. 

 School climate and teaching techniques. Participants were asked general questions 

about school climate related to whether or not relationships in school were characterized by 

respect and courtesy, as well as questions about consequences for bad behavior and overall 

school rules. For bullying, students completed items related to bullying in the past 2 weeks, such 

as who bullied them, where they were bullied, as well as other characteristics of bullying 

incidents. The instrument also asked children about bullying that they have witnessed. We also 

evaluated whether punitive or positive teaching techniques were being used. 

 

Ethical considerations 

 The USAID-Read project has UNIBE IRB approval. This approval is to be renewed 

yearly per university policy. Since this data collection effort is part of the USAID-Read project, 

an additional IRB approval process was not needed. Because this data collection protocol 

involves asking children about sensitive issues related to bullying that may at one point cause 

discomfort for the child, we did ask for parental written consent in addition to obtaining the 

child’s verbal consent. The National Bioethics Committee does not require that we submit 

Project Read for national approval because it does not involve biomedical research nor 

interventions of a medical nature. 

 

Procedure.  

USAID-Read Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) staff worked with the GISS staff in the 

data collection strategy and instrument selection. The M&E team trained the project mentors 

who were going to collect data. Mentors are already part of the USAID-Read project and as such 

had visited the schools in prior occasions such that school staff and students were already 

familiar with mentors and proper rapport had been established. Project Read mentors provided 

the schools with the consent forms prior to data collection such that the school had time to send 
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the consents to each student´s home and to receive the signed consents prior to the arrival of the 

mentors for the purposes of data collection.  

Results 

Field observations.  

A total of 163 school staff and 1,499 6th grade students completed the questionnaires. We 

report student data as well as teacher and other school staff who filled the questionnaires. The 

USAID Project Read Baseline Report (Mencía-Ripley, Sánchez-Vincitore, Garrido, & 

Aguasvivas, 2016) contains data obtained only from directors and second grade teachers. This 

data was collected to include 6th grade teachers and as such represents a group of data not 

previously reported in earlier work. 

 

Descriptive statistics 

 Student data. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for student scales. The scales 

measure school climate, which includes bullying, discipline styles, and gender stereotypes. For 

school climate, the means are above the midpoint, showing students generally agree with 

statements that say that rules are clear and relationships are respectful. Means are higher for both 

socio-emotional learning and positive discipline techniques than for punitive techniques. Scores 

are close to the middle when it comes to gender stereotypes with a slight inclination towards 

students believing that boys are slightly better than girls across school subjects. The mean for 

physical education is 3.65 (SD = .90), showing students strongly agree with the statement that 

boys are better than girls at sports. 

A correlation matrix was created for student scales (see table 2) and results show 

significant correlations among most scales. For students the relationship between teachers and 

students was highly associated with communication between teachers and parents (r = .66, p < 

.05) and respect among school staff (r = .64, p < .05). Communication with teachers and parents 

was also positively correlated to respect among school staff (r = .63, p < .05) and the use of 

socio-emotional learning techniques (r = .61, p < .05). 
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Table 1. 

Descriptive Statistics for Student Scales 
Scales N Min Max Mean S.D. 
CE1. Relationship between teachers and students 1499 1.00 4.00 3.54 0.523 
CE2. Relationship between students 1499 1.00 4.00 2.92 0.709 
CE3. Communication between teachers and parents 1499 1.00 4.00 3.60 0.476 
CE4. Security 1499 1.00 4.00 3.32 0.604 
CE5. Clarity of the rules 1499 1.00 4.00 3.42 0.531 
CE6. Justice 1499 1.00 4.00 3.35 0.540 
CE7. Respect for diversity 1499 1.00 4.00 3.46 0.597 
CE8. Respect between the school team 1499 1.00 4.00 3.50 0.507 
CE9. Student involvement 1499 1.00 4.00 3.32 0.559 
CE10. Bullying 1499 1.00 4.00 2.59 0.733 
TE1. Positive techniques 1499 1.00 4.00 3.32 0.589 
TE2. Punitive techniques 1499 1.00 4.00 2.57 0.629 
TE3. Socio-emotional learning techniques 1499 1.00 4.00 3.40 0.530 
EGE1: Mathematics 1499 1.00 5.00 2.85 0.936 
EGE2: Spanish 1499 1.00 5.00 2.81 0.815 
EGE3: Natural science 1499 1.00 5.00 2.89 0.834 
EGE4: Physical Education 1499 1.00 5.00 3.65 0.903 
Note. N = sample size; Min = minimal value; Max = maximum value; S.D. = standard deviation; CE = school climate; 
TE = teaching techniques; EGE = gender stereotypes about students; all the scale means ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree); the scale mean for EGE ranges from 1 (more females than males) to 5 (more males 
than females).   

 

Table 2 

Correlation Matrix between School Climate Scales for Students 
Scales CE1 CE2 CE3 CE4 CE5 CE6 CE7 CE8 CE9 CE10 TE1 TE2 TE3 
CE1. Rel. teachers and students 1.00             
CE2. Rel. between students .41 1.00            
CE3. Com. teachers and parents .66 .27 1.00           
CE4. Security .47 .38 .43 1.00          
CE5. Clarity of the rules .62 .39 .61 .46 1.00         
CE6. Justice .50 .32 .52 .42 .50 1.00        
CE7. Respect for diversity .48 .24 .51 .37 .45 .44 1.00       
CE8. Res. between the school te. .64 .34 .63 .48 .59 .52 .46 1.00      
CE9. Student involvement .46 .47 .46 .42 .48 .35 .27 .41 1.00     
CE10. Bullying -.07 -.20 -.01 -.10 -.06 .00 .01 -.02 -.13 1.00    
TE1. Positive techniques .54 .34 .53 .38 .55 .47 .40 .52 .37 -.04 1.00   
TE2. Punitive techniques -.03 -.09 .05 -.03 .02 .04 .03 .03 -.03 .50 .04 1.00  
TE3. Socio-emotional learning t. .60 .34 .61 .44 .62 .50 .48 .60 .44 -.02 .53 .04 1.00 
Note. CE = school climate; TE = teaching techniques; Rel. = relationship; Com. = communication; Res= respect; te = team; t. = 
techniques; N = 1499; p < 0.05 for all correlations except those with absolute value equal or less than .05. 
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 Additional analyses shown in table 3 demonstrate that while approximately half of 

students think boys and girls have similar abilities, there are highly stereotyped views when it 

comes to the personality characteristics of girls and boys. In general, students feel that girls are 

meant to stay home, at better at chores and are also most emotional and tend to cry. Conversely, 

boys are perceived as stronger and less likely to cry. Similarly, students feel boys should be able 

to spend more time outside the home. 

 

Table 3 

Gender Stereotype Scale for Students 

Items 
More females 

than males 
Both are 

equal 
More males 

than females 
H1. Who are better in Math? 27.1% 54.1% 18.8% 
H2. Who are better in Spanish? 28.0% 56.1% 15.9% 
H3. Who are better in Natural Science? 26.7% 54.3% 19.0% 
H4. Who are better in Physical Education? 11.1% 32.2% 56.7% 
H22. Who are better to do chores at home? 74.2% 15.6% 10.2% 
H23. Who cries the most? 66.1% 20.1% 13.7% 
H24. Who are more emotional and sensitive by nature? 58.0% 27.9% 14.1% 
H25. Who are stronger and have more physical strength? 10.1% 17.3% 72.6% 
H26. Who are in charge to take care of the children when they 

are young?   
58.8% 29.4% 11.8% 

H27. Who can spend more time outside of their house either 
for work or social recreation? 

10.8% 24.4% 64.8% 

Note. Sample size = 1499.        

 

 Table 4 shows responses to some of the bullying items and we can see that 40.7% of 

students have been bullied in the past 2 months, a high rate consistent with previous studies 

(Vargas, Mencía-Ripley, Fernández, Caamaño, & Garrido, 2012). Bullying is as can be seen, not 

circumscribed to name calling and minor annoyances, but include punching, hitting, and 

restricting the free movement of students in school. 
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Table 4 

Bullying Scale for Students 

Items 
Have not bothered 
me in the past two 

months 

It has only 
happened 

once or twice 

Two or 
three times a 

month 

Once a 
week 

Several times 
a week 

I1. How often have you been bullied 
at school in the last two months? 

59.4% 18.1% 5.0% 5.5% 12.1% 

I3. Someone put me offensive 
nicknames or annoyed me  

56.0% 18.7% 6.6% 5.0% 13.7% 

I4. Other students excluded me on 
purpose on what we were doing, or 
ignored me completely  

62.2% 20.0% 5.7% 4.5% 7.6% 

I5. They hit me, kicked me, pushed 
me and locked me inside a room 

72.4% 12.9% 4.8% 4.6% 5.2% 

Note. Sample size = 1499.  

 

Teachers and Principals. For teachers, principals, and other administrators, we 

measured the same variables as students but added their attitudes towards inclusive education 

and their acceptance of gender based violence, specifically rape, workplace sexual harassment, 

and domestic violence. We included multiple measures of gender based violence as gender based 

violence is not circumscribed to interpersonal relationships and occurs throughout women´s 

public and private lives. Table 5 shows that teachers report an overall good school climate with 

average scores nearing the highest possible rating (i.e. 4). This was the case for all measures of 

climate except for bullying, suggesting that there is some bullying taking place at schools. 

Teachers report higher uses of positive and socio-emotional learning techniques over punitive 

techniques. Scores were close to the mid-point of the scale for gender based violence, suggesting 

a lack of broad acceptance or rejection of gender based violence. Attitudes towards disability 

were generally positive. With regards to gender stereotypes, teachers are more likely to believe 

that boys are more apt at mathematics and sports than girls, and that those tasks are more 

important for boys that girls´ lives. 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Teachers and Principals 
Scales N Min Max Mean S.D. 
CE1. Relationship between teachers and students 163 2.50 4.00 3.63 0.366 
CE2. Relationship between students 163 1.00 4.00 3.10 0.512 
CE3. Communication between teachers and parents 163 2.50 4.00 3.57 0.389 
CE4. Security 163 1.67 4.00 3.57 0.498 
CE5. Clarity of the rules 163 1.50 4.00 3.61 0.448 
CE6. Justice 163 1.75 4.00 3.55 0.453 
CE7. Respect for diversity 163 1.67 4.00 3.71 0.407 
CE8. Respect between the school team 163 1.75 4.00 3.46 0.577 
CE9. Student involvement 163 1.00 4.00 3.09 0.582 
CE10. Bullying 163 1.00 4.00 2.01 0.611 
TE1. Positive techniques 163 1.75 4.00 3.23 0.519 
TE2. Punitive techniques 163 1.00 3.50 1.94 0.490 
TE3. Socio-emotional learning techniques 163 2.00 4.00 3.45 0.417 
AMV1: “She was looking for it”  163 1.00 4.00 2.29 0.753 
AMV2: “It was not his intention” 163 1.00 3.83 2.21 0.589 
AMV3: Truly it was not a rape 163 1.00 3.50 1.96 0.603 
AMV4: She lied 163 1.00 3.80 2.08 0.602 
AMVT: Total 163 1.00 3.66 2.14 0.520 
AMASL1: Fabrication / exaggeration 163 1.00 3.63 2.02 0.471 
AMASL2: Second intentions 163 1.00 4.00 2.52 0.626 
AMASL3: Natural heterosexuality 163 1.00 3.75 2.24 0.610 
AMASL4: Woman's responsibility 163 1.00 4.00 2.34 0.609 
AMVD1: Personality Failure 163 1.14 4.00 2.62 0.557 
AMVD2: Behavior Failure 163 1.00 3.60 2.27 0.547 
AMVD3: Exoneration 163 1.00 3.67 1.97 0.596 
AMVD4: Minimization 163 1.00 3.33 2.03 0.550 
AI1: Cognitive beliefs about inclusion 163 1.00 4.00 2.89 0.503 
AI2: Affective responses towards inclusion 163 1.00 4.00 2.61 0.570 
AI3: Behavioral responses to inclusion 163 1.38 4.00 3.21 0.475 
SAPI1: Negative feelings towards disability 163 1.00 3.20 1.85 0.471 
SAPI2: Attitudes towards disability 163 1.40 4.00 2.78 0.583 
SAPI3: Concerns about disability 163 1.40 3.80 2.50 0.440 
EGE1: Mathematics 163 1.00 5.00 3.08 0.749 
EGE2: Spanish 163 1.00 4.20 2.48 0.666 
EGE3: Natural science 163 1.00 5.00 2.89 0.563 
EGE4: Physical Education 163 1.00 5.00 3.48 0.649 
Note. N = sample size; Min = minimal value; Max = maximum value; S.D. = standard deviation; CE = school 
climate; TE = teaching techniques; AMV = acceptance of rape myths; AMASL = acceptance of myths about 
workplace sexual harassment; AMVD = acceptance of myths about domestic violence; AI = attitudes towards 
inclusion; SAP = feelings, attitudes and concerns about inclusion; EGE = gender stereotypes about students; all 
the scale means ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree); the scale mean for EGE ranges from 1 
(more females than males) to 5 (more males than females).   
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 A correlation matrix shows that most climate and teaching techniques scales are 

significantly correlated. The relationship between teachers and students is strongly associated 

with communication between teachers and parents (r = .70, p < .05). Justice is also strongly 

positively associated with communication between teachers and parents (r = .66, p < .05) as well 

as clarity of the rules (r = .78, p < .05). Socio-emotional learning was strongly correlated with 

the relationship between teachers and students, communication between teachers and parents, 

clarity of the rules, and justice. 

 

Table 6 

Correlation among Climate Scales for Teachers and Principals  
Scales CE1 CE2 CE3 CE4 CE5 CE6 CE7 CE8 CE9 CE10 TE1 TE2 TE3 
CE1. Rel. teachers and students 1.00             
CE2. Rel. between students .43 1.00            
CE3. Com. teachers and parents .70 .36 1.00           
CE4. Security .48 .44 .47 1.00          
CE5. Clarity of the rules .59 .39 .61 .48 1.00         
CE6. Justice .56 .35 .66 .49 .78 1.00        
CE7. Respect for diversity .45 .18 .41 .27 .31 .31 1.00       
CE8. Resp. between the school te. .51 .51 .61 .47 .48 .51 .48 1.00      
CE9. Student involvement .40 .64 .43 .45 .40 .38 .07 .43 1.00     
CE10. Bullying -.23 -.47 -.22 -.32 -.23 -.30 -.06 -.27 -.38 1.00    
TE1. Positive techniques .57 .44 .45 .35 .50 .42 .23 .43 .27 -.16 1.00   
TE2. Punitive techniques -.35 -.29 -.31 -.16 -.31 -.31 -.26 -.27 -.27 .54 -.27 1.00  
TE3. Socio-emotional learning t. .65 .34 .68 .38 .68 .65 .25 .50 .41 -.20 .53 -.40 1.00 
Note. CE = school climate; TE = teaching techniques; Rel. = relationship; Com. = communication; Resp. = Respect; te. = Team; 
t. = techniques N = 163; p < 0.05 for all correlations except those with absolute value equal or less than .07. 

 

 Additional correlation matrices were created for gender based violence and inclusion. As 

expected all correlations among gender based violence scales were strong and significant. 

Acceptance of rape myths was strongly correlated to beliefs that women fabricate or exaggerate 

claims of work place sexual harassment (r = .73, p < .05). The latter is also highly correlated to 

beliefs that men are naturally inclined to pursue women in the workplace in this fashion and that 

women enjoy this type of sexual attention at work (r = .71, p < .05) (see table 7). The matrix for 

inclusion shows strong correlations between cognitive beliefs about inclusion and affective, 

behavioral, and attitudinal responses to disabilities (see table 8). 
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Table 7 

Correlations of Acceptance of Gender Based Violence for School Staff 
Scales V1 V2 V3 V4 VT SL1 SL2 SL3 SL4 VD1 VD2 VD3 VD4 
AMV1: “She was looking for it”  1.0             
AMV2: “It was not his intention” .60 1.0            
AMV3: Truly it was not a rape .49 .47 1.00           
AMV4: She lied .65 .60 .50 1.00          
AMVT: Total .86 .81 .75 .84 1.00         
AMASL1: Fabrication / Exag. .58 .60 .63 .58 .73 1.00        
AMASL2: Second intentions .52 .56 .33 .68 .64 .65 1.00       
AMASL3: Natural heterosex. .54 .51 .40 .54 .61 .71 .63 1.00      
AMASL4: Woman's respons. .41 .37 .35 .29 .44 .40 .28 .39 1.00     
AMVD1: Personality Failure .53 .45 .31 .36 .52 .58 .53 .49 .40 1.00    
AMVD2: Behavior Failure .61 .60 .45 .54 .68 .68 .54 .48 .44 .56 1.00   
AMVD3: Exoneration .49 .37 .44 .34 .51 .53 .28 .41 .42 .37 .55 1.00  
AMVD4: Minimization .40 .43 .38 .42 .50 .57 .31 .42 .27 .23 .52 .36 1.00 
Note. AMV = acceptance of rape myths; AMASL = acceptance of myths about workplace sexual harassment; AMVD = 
acceptance of myths about domestic violence; Exag. = Exaggeration; Heterosex. = Heterosexuality; respons. = responsibility; 
N = 163; p < 0.05 for all correlations. 

 

Table 8 

Correlations among Inclusion Scales for School Staff 
Scales AI1 AI2 AI3 SAPI1 SAPI2 SAPI3 
AI1: Cognitive beliefs about inclusion 1.00      
AI2: Affective responses towards inclusion .74 1.00     
AI3: Behavioral responses to inclusion .76 .62 1.00    
SAPI1: Negative feelings towards disability -.31 -.17 -.48 1.00   
SAPI2: Attitudes towards disability .75 .66 .56 -.23 1.00  
SAPI3: Concerns about disability -.34 -.37 -.29 .50 -.29 1.00 
Note. AI = attitudes towards inclusion; SAP = feelings, attitudes and concerns about inclusion; N = 163; p < 
0.05 for all correlations. 
 

 Lastly, we tested teachers´ and principals´ endorsement of gender stereotypes regarding 

student abilities. In general, most teachers and principals agree that abilities for math, Spanish, 

science, and physical education are the same for girls and boys. However, 22.7% of teachers and 

principals state that boys are better in math than girls, and 36% that boys are better in physical 

education (see table 9). Regarding personality characteristics, we see that teachers and principals 

report that girls are better at doing chores at home, that girls should be more at home, and that 



21 
 
girls are more likely to cry and be naturally sensitive. They also endorse that girls are more in 

charge of taking care of children. 

 
Table 9 
Gender Stereotype Scale for Teachers and Principals 

Items 
More females 

than males 
Both are 

equal 
More males 

than females 
H1. Who are better in Math? 15.3% 62.0% 22.7% 
H2. Who are better in Spanish? 44.2% 54.6% 1.2% 
H3. Who are better in Natural Science? 16.0% 77.9% 6.1% 
H4. Who are better in Physical Education? 3.1% 60.7% 36.2% 
H22. Who are better to do chores at home? 54.6% 44.2% 1.2% 
H23. Who cry the most? 68.7% 26.4% 4.9% 
H24. Who are more emotional and sensitive by nature? 74.2% 21.5% 4.3% 
H25. Who are stronger and have more physical strength? 5.5% 17.2% 77.3% 
H26. Who are in charge to take care of the children when 

they are young?   
60.1% 36.2% 3.7% 

H27. Who can spend more time outside of their house either 
for work or social recreation? 

3.7% 41.1% 55.2% 

Note. Sample size = 163.       

 

We wanted to see if teacher and student perceptions of school climate and gender 

stereotypes were similar. We conducted additional analysis removing school principals and 

results showed that there are differences in teacher and student ratings for most dimensions of 

school climate and for gender stereotypes (see figures 1 and 2). To test if these differences were 

significant, we conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA) with type of informant (teacher or 

student) as the independent variable and each of the climate scales as a dependent variable. A 

second set of ANOVAs for type of informant and type of academic task was also conducted. 

Effect sizes were also obtained.  
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Figure 1. Means for School Climate for Students and Teachers 

 
 

Figure 2. Mean Scores for Gender Stereotypes for Students and Teachers 
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Results showed that for the school climate scales, there were statistically significant 

results between student and teacher reports for relationships between teachers and students, 

relationships between students, security, clarity of rules, justice, and respect for diversity. In 

these cases, teachers give more favorable responses than students. For student involvement and 

bullying teacher reports are lower than student scores (see table 10 for full results). 

 There are statistically significant differences for teacher techniques as well, specifically 

in the case of punitive techniques in which teachers report using punishment less than students 

report said use (F = 85.62, p < .000, ηp
2 = .057). In the case of punitive styles, the effect size 

approaches a medium effect. Lastly, there are significant discrepancies in teacher and student 

reports of gender stereotypes for Spanish and physical education with students favoring boys as 

better in Spanish (F = 16.82, p < .000, ηp
2 = .01) and physical education (F = 6.09, p < .014, ηp

2 

= .004) much more than their teachers. 

               Table 10 
              Analysis of Variance between Students and Teachers                 

 
 

Students 
 

Teachers 
 

Equality of Two Means 
 Variable N M SD   N M SD   d.f.1 d.f.2 F p ηp

2 
 CE1. Rel. teachers and students 1499 3.54 0.52 

 
88 3.70 0.35 

 
1 1585 7.46 0.006 0.005 

 CE2. Rel. between students 1499 2.92 0.71 
 

88 3.09 0.57 
 

1 1585 4.79 0.029 0.003 
 CE3. Com. teachers and parents 1499 3.60 0.48 

 
88 3.64 0.37 

 
1 1585 0.48 0.488 0.000 

 CE4. Security 1499 3.32 0.60 
 

88 3.59 0.50 
 

1 1585 17.12 0.000 0.011 
 CE5. Clarity of the rules 1499 3.42 0.53 

 
88 3.64 0.45 

 
1 1585 14.71 0.000 0.009 

 CE6. Justice 1499 3.35 0.54 
 

88 3.56 0.45 
 

1 1585 12.62 0.000 0.008 
 CE7. Respect for diversity 1499 3.46 0.60 

 
88 3.76 0.36 

 
1 1585 22.02 0.000 0.014 

 CE8. Resp. between the school t. 1499 3.50 0.51 
 

88 3.47 0.60 
 

1 1585 0.31 0.576 0.000 
 CE9. Student involvement 1499 3.32 0.56 

 
88 3.10 0.63 

 
1 1585 13.63 0.000 0.009 

 CE10. Bullying 1499 2.59 0.73 
 

88 2.03 0.61 
 

1 1585 50.03 0.000 0.031 
 TE1. Positive techniques 1499 3.32 0.59 

 
88 3.33 0.49 

 
1 1585 0.01 0.903 0.000 

 TE2. Punitive techniques 1499 2.57 0.63 
 

88 1.91 0.46 
 

1 1585 95.23 0.000 0.057 
 TE3. Socio-emot. Learning tec. 1499 3.40 0.53 

 
88 3.49 0.42 

 
1 1585 2.15 0.143 0.001 

 EGE1.  Mathematics 1499 2.85 0.94 
 

88 3.04 0.81 
 

1 1585 3.43 0.064 0.002 
 EGE2. Spanish 1499 2.81 0.82 

 
88 2.45 0.69 

 
1 1585 16.82 0.000 0.011 

 EGE3. Natural Science 1499 2.89 0.83 
 

88 2.87 0.68 
 

1 1585 0.07 0.789 0.000 
 EGE4. Physical Education 1499 3.65 0.90 

 
88 3.41 0.69 

 
1 1585 6.09 0.014 0.004 

 Note. N = sample size; M = mean; S.D. = standard deviation; ηp2= Partial Eta Squared d.f.1 = degrees of freedom; d.f.2 = degrees of 
freedom for errors; Rel. = relationship; Com. = Communication; t. = teachers; Socio-emot = Socio-emotional; The statistically 
significant mean values are underlined. 
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Discussion 

 Results show that students and teachers generally report an adequate and pleasant school 

climate characterized by respect, adequate communication among stakeholders, and rules that are 

fair to all members of the academic community. These ratings of good climate are slightly higher 

for teachers than for students in most scales. Bullying is high as 41% of students report that they 

have been bullied in the past 2 months. There are several possible explanations for this. One 

possibility is that this type of violence (peer to peer) may be considered ¨typical play¨ among 

children and is thus normalized by school staff. As a result, children may consider bullying as a 

rite of passage or as a reasonable way to negotiate social hierarchies among peers. There are 

some differences in bullying reports, with teachers reporting less bullying than students. This 

may be due to either social desirability or teachers and principals not being present in all 

moments of the school day in which bullying may occur. 

 Regarding gender stereotypes, all informants tend to endorse stereotypes consistent with 

sexist norms that attribute less emotional control for girls and more emotional control for boys. 

In addition, about half of students consider girls and boys to be equally able academically with 

27.1%, 28% and 26.7% of students favoring girl´s performance in math, Spanish, and science 

respectively, and the rest favoring boys. In the case of teachers, they are more likely to consider 

boys more skilled in math and physical education, and girls better in Spanish. These findings are 

interesting when we consider that national data suggests boys are more likely to drop out of 

school and that while the effect size is small, girls in the Project Read program tend to read 

slightly better than boys (Mencía-Ripley, Sánchez-Vincitore, Garrido, & Aguasvivas, 2016). For 

boys, it is of particular importance to see if the discrepancy between perceived ability for the 

Spanish language is having an effect in the way teachers teach boys or if it is leading to under 

detection of academic difficulties such as dyslexia in boys. 

 The findings on girls and boys emotional characteristics are another confirmation of the 

pervasive influence of gender stereotypes. Teachers are fairly tolerant of gender based violence 

specifically when it comes to the high correlation of acceptance of rape with the belief that 

workplace sexual harassment is largely fabricated by women. These views are consistent with 

traditional sexism, which accepts men´s aggressive pursuit of women as a natural expression of 

their masculinity and femininity as a submissive reception of male sexual attention. The findings 
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regarding stereotypes and math performance are particularly concerning as the studies cited in 

this report show that math teacher´s beliefs and anxiety have a direct impact on girl´s perceived 

competence in mathematics. The different way in which teachers and students perceive those 

differences and their actual impact on academic achievement have yet to be studied in the 

Dominican Republic´s education system and they may be of interest for further studies. 

 Considering the aforementioned, the GISS program and Project Read should focus their 

efforts on bullying prevention as well the appropriate detection and management of bullying 

when it occurs. The GISS program should also devote considerable efforts to challenging both 

teacher and student endorsement of strict gender stereotypes that put both girls and boys at risk. 

Portraying girls as weak and emotional perpetuates submissive gender roles for girls, and this 

may impact their perceived competence as they navigate the education system. Older girls may 

grow to question their competence as they grow in an academic system that sees them as less 

capable in certain areas. Providing a limited role for boys and equating masculinity with 

restricted emotions and only good at sports is equally damaging. If educators consider that boys 

are expected to be strong and unemotional, boys that struggle in school may be unwilling to ask 

for help, as asking for help is traditionally seen as a weakness or lack of competence. The 

implications of these attitudinal findings and how they may impact educational outcomes need 

further study. 
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